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PREFACE 



This study is sn analysis of Issues concerning Federal 
Government intervention as a third-party to labor disputes, 
and an examination of the particular problem of labor strife 
at U. S. missile bases. The thesis set forth is that 
tripartite action in labor relations is indispensable due 
to the potentially serious, detrimental effects that labor 
disputes may have upon national security. This thesis is 
based on the premise chat the interests of the general public 
take precedence over individual desires or choice of alter- 
natives in labor-management relations. 

Chapter 1 details the provenance of tripartite adjudi- 
cation as related to national security, and clarifies the 
overall problem as one of determining the need for Government 
intervention in specific situations. 

Chapter II provides an orientation to the United States 
missile program in order to illustrate the setting in which 
labor problems affecting national security may occur. 

Chapter III focuses upon particular labor problems in 
the missile-site construction program, and develops through a 
discussion and analysis of the factual record, the acute 
nature of missile-site labor disputes seriously threatening 
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national security. Areas of conflict between Labor and 
Management are clarified. The question is posed as to how 
these threats to national security could best be removed. 
Government action is deemed appropriate. 

Chapter IV explores the general issue surrounding 
Federal Government intervention. This involves an inter- 
relation of factors affecting both private and public interests, 
and the reaction of Labor, Management, and public authorities 
to alternative policies whereby the ideals of free enterprise 
society might be preserved. 

Chapter V analyzes the form of resolution chosen by 
the Federal Government in order that missile-site labor disputes 
not threaten further the health and safety of the nation. 
Trlpartitism in the ameliorative techniques employed by the 
Missile Sites Labor Commission is proven to be an effective 
means of attending to labor troubles at missile bases. Conse- 
quently, as a result of extensive tripartite action, threats 
to national security are removed. 

It is concluded that Federal Government intervention as 
a third-party to labor disputes should reflect, in instances 
where threats to national security are imposed by irresponsible 
actions of Labor and Management, similar processes of tripartite 
action. 
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CHAPTER I 

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF LABOR PROBLEMS 
AFFECTING NATIONAL SECURITY 



. - > «' ; ,1 



Introduction 

This chapter discusses the history of defense industry 
labor problems in three phases: (1) World War 1 labor disputes 

and adjustment agencies; (2) World War II labor disputes and 
functions of the National War Labor Board; and (3) Labor 
problems affecting national defense since 1943. 

This historical review serves two purposes. First, the 
discussion sets forth background information regarding the 
effect that labor dispute problems have had upon defense 
industrial production. These problems have occurred during 
wartime periods and under cold-war peacetime conditions. 

Labor problems affecting national defense industries are thus 
not a recent phenomena. This country has wrestled with the 
problem for some time. In the abstract, the setting is com- 
plicated. It Involves analyses regarding social aspects, 
politics, law, public opinion, and economics as well as factors 
of necessity relating to national survival; also Involved is 
the perpetuation of American tradition as expressed in the 
concepts of Freedom, Liberty, and Individual Worthiness. The 
nation desires to preserve these concepts and further them in 
the Interests of an international community of free peoples. 

In order that this goal may be attained It is imperative that 
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the United States be strong militarily. Military power can 
be sustained only on a strong industrial and economic base. 

The U. S. economy thrives on increased Industrial production 
and additional potential for further Increases. Improvements 
in technology and in human relations provide support for a 
growing, strengthened economy. Technological improvements 
have provided immeasurable benefits for our society. New 
scientific discoveries and technological developments have 
enabled the establishment of an immediate industrial potential 
in the United States that is the strongest in the history of 
the world. The record of coordination in human activity 
achieved in the United States, making possible the activation 
of Industrial potential as expressed in the employment of men, 
machines, materials, and money, is one of great achievement. 

However, as a practical matter aside from the abstract, 
there are problems of operation, of organization, of direction, 
of coordination, and of technique in the activity of employing 
human resources to achieve economic and industrial means. 
Specifically, this involves alleged conflicts of interest 
among three areas of society: labor. Management, and the 

Federal Government with its responsibility for action in the 
public interest. The Federal Government is assumed to encompass 
Labor and Management within its framework of protection built 
up in the Interests of society. Thus, a historical review of 
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labor problems in defense Industries punctuates the problem of 
aligning national public interests with those of Labor and 
Management . 

The second purpose of this historical review is to show 
clearly that Federal Government intervention in labor disputes 
is nothing new. Government intervention has occurred in this 
modern age as early as the World War 1 period. In this respect, 
it should be understood that different criteria for Government 
action exist in time of war than during peacetime. In wartime, 
successful prosecution of the war is the main standard for 
action. In peacetime, some clarification is in order as to 
what constitutes critical Industrial activity vital to national 
defense. Generally the Federal Government has intervened in 
defense industry labor disputes only when it considered that 
inaction would have caused more harm to the country's defense 
posture than the actions of intervention. 

Specific labor problems affecting defense industries 
should be detailed in conjunction with the intervening efforts 
of the Federal Government in promoting the national welfare. 

It is intended that the ensuing discussion will convey an 
appreciation for certain factual information regarding defense 
Industry labor problems and the record of Federal Government 



intervention. 
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and Adjustment Agencies 
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The World War 1 period was a significant one for the 
labor movement in the United States and for Federal Government 
participation in Labor-Management relations. Certain charac- 
teristics of this period are important in understanding the 
historical relationship between Labor, Management, and 
Government. Industrial unrest manifested in conflicts between 
unions and employers had developed during the few years previous 
to the War. In an authoritative account of the factors of 
unrest, Bing* details "the most important causes of strife" 
as comprising "inadequate wages, long hours, and opposition to 
collective bargaining and unionism." The Commission on 
Industrial Relations was established by the Federal Government 
to study labor relations in American Industry. On the whole, 
the Commission's report was favorable toward unionism. As a 
result, the United States Department of Labor was established 
"to study labor problems and represent the cause of wage- 
earners. The Clayton Act was subsequently passed which seemed 

* Alexander M. Bing, Wartime Strikes and Their Settlement 
(New York: £. P. Dutton Company, 1921), p. 2. 

2 

Carroll R. Daugherty, Labor Problems in American Industry 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1941), p. 335. 
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to make car tain union activities legal, exempting those 
activities frees prosecution under the anti- trust 1 aws.^ 

Labor's cause was advanced further in 1916 when Congress 
passed the Adamson Act. This Act "provided for the establish- 
ment of a legal eight-hour day for workers engaged in operating 
trains in interstate commerce and for the appointment of a 
presidential commission to study the results of the adoption 
of the eight-hour day. "5 

Organised labor at this time was the strongest it had 
ever been. It had won what was considered "official recognition 
of its role in the national economy. 

A variety of problems was encountered when the United 
States entered the World War. Stein and Oavis^ review the 
characteristics of this period and detail the nature of 
industrial labor problems upon which attention was focused. 

In part, and significant for this study, it is appropriate 
to note certain of these characteristics: 

3 Ibtd . 

^Foster Rb«a Dull.* , Labor In A»»ric. (2d Ml. r«v. ; 

New York: Thornes Y. Crowell Company, 1960), p. 224. 

5 

Emanuel Stein and Jerome Davis (ed.). Labor Problems In 
America (New York: Farrar and Rinehart, Inc., 1940), p. 190. 

^Dulles, loc. clt . 

^ Stein and Davis, op. clt .. pp. 188-209. 






, . I - , . . I* ■ ■ * • ■- 

. 



4-t . • > ■ r- - . V U. 

#«.***■*«! "J t, £1 ■ 1 1 ■ * -•*!*•* -t .*> - 3" - 



.-^1 ffldlt «*J M * > | f >h 4 <*:*- ^ 

. *-• • ..>••- \g 

vm • -**•> «]-•;».. «< MLli J# 

. . ..... « ' W . mi 

' . -••. • 1 ’ i r - 

I . - ♦ * -•■ * ' « -• *■ - *•# •»« 4 *. . *♦>». •• 

. t • .r / .••>' * »>«-- - 

• ■-■■•' • - * . *- «S 4 ft- tc -,-••* IUjJ <J* * 

• •» - -,\u • mAl IM « A mlal 

.. • «• , - • - ' • • * - » > ■ fft L J' * Jj . . ,J - »- - ii 



' 




- • Awmm <*t »0 44 • >t 



1 mu t - • • . J - > < 



V*0/»i »«JA«* M*-* .4*<fc» .£ « I..*'*' »4«0 «» 



.uei* 



►* ... >■ ; *£ J >. * «4»W «* 

• j> ^ 1 W i 1 • > ! ■ * M ’** "• 1 




• 2 if j q 4 * •♦ii*- 4 * 





7 



The lack of organize Cion in labor supply, its 
immobility, the necessity for adjustment to the 
demand for both skilled and unskilled workers in 
certain industries such as shipbuilding and 
munitions, the striking sectional and Industrial 
variations in wages, the great increase in labor 
turnover, a decrease in labor efficiency, the 
tendency on the part of employers to Ignore the 
legal safeguards for labor, the Increase in labor 
unrest— these were only some of the many problems 
that had to be solved. When the United States 
entered the War, it lacked both an adequate, 
unified labor policy and a centralized, co-ordinated 
administrative machinery for dealing with labor 
problems. ^ 

This focuses attention on the fact that prior to World 
War 1, the Federal Government had no effective agency mechanism 
with which to aid the organization, coordination, and direction 
of labor-management relations. The war effort demanded that 
immediate action be taken in order that productive capacity 
could be expanded. This could be accomplished only if labor 
disputes in industries affecting national defense were resolved. 

Federal control over private industry was exercised when 
President Wilson took over the operation of all railroads. 
Congress had authorized this ostensibly "to overcome difficulties 
growing out of conflicts of ownership and competitive aspirations 
of various systems ; however, a threatened general strike on 



®Stein and Davis, loc. cit .. p. 194. 

^tferle Fainsod, Lincoln Gordon, and Joseph C. Palamountain, 
Jr., Covemiaent and the American Economy (3d ed. ; New York: 

W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1959), p. 267. 
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the railroads was the underlying problem. This helped set the 
stage for Federal Government Intervention aa a third-party 
to labor disputes, which became an important, integral principle 
of dealing with labor problems affecting defense industries 
during the war. 

Fifteen major Government agencies functioned to adjust 
labor disputes during World War i. Three important principle# 
guided thasa adjustment. agendas in thair relations with 
Management end Labor. ^ The avoidance of strikes and lockouts 
was the first and foramost consideration of theaa agancisa. 
Although strikes did actually occur, no substantial harm to 
production of war materials resulted. 

The second principle wes "recognition of the right of 
workers to organize into unions and to ba frea from discrimi- 
natory practices against union membership.” 

The third principle provided for equal representation of 
Management and Labor on the various labor boards* The boards 
functioned mainly through the conduct of hearings and recommen- 
dations resulting from such hearings. 

It is important to note the two agencies which heeded 
Government activity in labor relations. First, the national 
War Labor Board operated as the "supreme court” in adjusting 

S. Senate, Strikes in Defense Industries . Senate 
Document Ho. 52, 77th Cong., let Sees., 1941, p. 166. 






‘ ill . • ltd J I y 



•4 *•<- •• «$% 






> ■ . ■ • ■ , . , • 

■ • ' . 1 1 

I • 3 . . .< • . • . -I. 

' ■ ' •- ■ 

•« •*■•-** i • * *.-i- -trve?* > «. ,i*i 

, . t ' » - * n i| . * A • • -<.*1 

■ : J 

* * . < * c 

• <*. J| • «»> -- - I «V- »?*i4l*Cl Jl'll*- li ill* t iJi I4W 

1 ■ : a ■ ■ . *• - ji-« . . L/ti-jJ:! 

. '• - • • • . •. ' * .4 

. •S.»U*» t. • * 

• w « .•* . JmJ a.tuitii' 

■JU.J * 4ML, . M. u «!«»< : Muf | 

• . *< j*i aj^a, ' . • r .j. - 

•• »*cr ( >iH0 wrfiJ miwi «4r m iqcuaI /miinii 

. • * *4J 1 W > .M - . '“-*1 

WkiiM iUi «m ^bi4iaM ill lim 
t4*%1 dsim> HiM| §0 M O0V «NI «> lOknifCi «. li 
li . 4r* 0 i 4 U » U+lm* 4a C4H4 jH jbvmicI 

<4>w v « . * >- M M*i#w« it r ik#« i «ak 

• * * ■_ ■ _j ? fc uAi ^ . ♦-« »*<« , - . 

o- i .i? . •• . '»»*• *.<*' ."-r ajI \ .?< ,<>* ^ --4 joj 



9 



war tin* labor controversies. Secondly, tha War Labor Policies 
Board eazvad aa a "clearing house" for labor disputes. This 
board was not directly involved in adjustsnnt action; it 
coordinated the activities of the other agencies. 

The nature of labor diaputes during the war nay be 
clarified by exaaining the separate attitudes of employers 
and enployees. Bing contrasts the attitudes of enployer 
associations with the position taken generally by Individual 
employers in dealing with their own employees . ^ When acting 
collectively, employers through their associations took rather 
liberal views regarding Labor. Management voiced good 
intentions to cooperate with employees and with the Government 
regarding labor policy. But the attitude actually taken by 
employers in administering labor relations programs was not 
liberal. Management unwillingness to deal with unions on e 
practical basis seriously hampered the administration of labor- 
managemsnt relations. As an example, Bing supplies the following 
accounts of employer non- cooperation: 

Even with the war at its height the Lake 
Carriers' Association would not attend e meeting 
of the Shipping Board, at which employers from 
all over the country were present, because repre- 
sentatives of the Seamen's Union attended. The 

**Bing, op. cit .. p. 225. 
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reason for chit rafusal vas Che claim that to sit 
in the same room with union representative* vould 
constitute recognition. In New York the boat 
owners would not accept the Government's plan of 
local adjustment agencies because this involved 
a board on which a representative of the Long- 
shoremen's Union would be a member; a special 
board had to be created with no representation of 
either employer or employee. 

the Western Union Telegraph Company preferred 
to have the Government take over the wires rather 
than tolerate union membership among its employees, 
and this same position was taken by the Smith and 
Weston Company . . . . 2 

The foregoing situations highlight the fact that employer 

cooperation was lacking in several instance! and that Government 

intervention became necessary in ordar to promote the war effort. 

The outstanding World vex I case in which employer 

abstinence resulted in forceful ection by the Federal Govera- 

13 

ment was that of the Smith and Wesson Company controversy. 

This occurred et Springfield, Massachusetts during the summer 
of 1918. The issue revolved around the principle of collective 
bargaining. The facts were that the Springfield plant was 
manufacturing pis tola for the War Department; the company had 
been operating for years with a closed non-union shop; the 
employees demanded that they be permitted to organize with the 
Machinists Union; the company refused to bargain end discharged 
various employees whom the company thought were active unionists. 



1 2 ibid ., p. 226. 



^U. S. Senate, op. cit .« p. 172 
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Company refusal Co bargain collectively resulted in a strike 
by about half the work force at the Springfield plant. The 
dispute was referred to the National War Labor Board which 
held in favor of the employees and ordered the company to 
accept Che Board's decision, and as a result, the Federal Gov- 
ernment "took over the company's plant under the commandeering 

15 

power of the National Defense Act (Sec. 120)". 

Organized Labor, too, had to concede to the authority of 
the Federal Government. The outstanding case involved a series 
of strikes at Bridgeport, Connecticut, an important munitions 
manufacturing center during World War 1. Bing states that 
the industrial strife at Bridgeport steamed from "bad pre-war 
industrial relations."^ The main issue In the Bridgeport 
disputes concerned wages. Bridgeport machinists went out on 
strike in defiance of a decision rendered by the National War 
Labor Board. The strike ended when President Wilson 'Vrote 
the machinists threatening to draft them if they did not go 
back to work. This ended the strike. 

S. Senate, loc, clt . 

^Bing, op. clt .. p. 73. 

17 Ibid ., pp. 73-81. 

S. Senate, op. clt .. pp. 172-173. 
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How did Management and Labor fael regarding Government 
labor administration? Among employers , opinion was divided 
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Employer feelings varied according to previous relations with 
employees, attitudes toward organized labor in general, and 
upon employer opinion as to whether a strike could be defeated. 

In general, Management evidenced a distrust toward Government 
labor administration, feeling that Labor was being favored by 
the Government for political reasons. 7 

Labor’s attitudes toward Government intervention gener- 
ally were cordial and favored Government action; although in 
some instances, as illustrated by the Bridgeport disputes, 

Labor believed that "the Government was catering to big business." 2 

Two conclusions may be drawn from the actions of Govern- 
ment Intervention and the attitudes of Management and Labor 
as have been detailed. First, Government action in the Smith 
and Wesson and Bridgeport cases served to make clear to Manage- 
ment and Labor alike that the Federal Government' s power would 
definitely be wielded in order that effective conduct of the 
War could be pursued. Secondly, no clear understanding nor 
definition of proper relationships among Management, Labor, 
and Government was ever resolved to the satisfaction of Manage- 
ment and Labor. 

^Blng. op. cit . . pp. 231-232. 

2 0 Ibid , p. 241. 
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World War 11 Labor Dl»put>» and Function! 
of the Bat Iona 1 War Labor Board 

The record of Labor-Management relations during World 
War 11 was one of co-operative effort on the part of employers , 
employees, and the Federal Government directed toward one com- 
mon, all-important, and specific goal: that of providing suf- 

ficient industrial production to win the war. To this end 
there was unparalleled cooperation and national spirit in the 
all-out Industrial effort. The labor dispute experiences and 
agency mechanisms of World War I had demonstrated that Govern- 
ment participation in labor dispute adjustments could be profit- 
able for national Interests. The foundation for wartime coop- 
eration had been laid. Thus the overall labor experience dur- 
ing World War II was favorable for both Management and Labor 
as far as cooperative actions of the parties during wartime 
was concerned. 

It is significant that World War II resulted in extremely 
rapid gains for Organized Labor. At the beginning of the war. 
Labor was concerned over union security, employee representa- 
tion on government agencies, and the cost-of-living as mani- 
fested in the relationship between wages and prices . ^ The 

21see John H. Mariano, Wartime Labor Relations (New York: 
National Public and Labor Relations Service Bureau, 1944), 
Chapters 1, II, and III. Also: Foster Rhea Dulles, op. cit .. 

p. 232. 
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concern of Labor regarding worker representation on Government 

Labor adjustment boards was shore- lived. The National War 

Labor Board was established on January 12, 1942 by Executive 

Order No. 9017 Issued by President Roosevelt. 22 This board 

was composed of four members fron Industry, four from Labor, 

and four representing the Pub lie. 23 

Labor's concern over union security was ameliorated 

throughout the war. Early satisfaction was gained by Labor 

as a result of National War Labor Board functions. In the 

words of Poster Rhea Dulles: 

The War Labor Board got off to a good start in 
1942 when it found a solution to the issue of 
union security in the so-called maintenance of 
membership agreements . Neither a closed nor a 
union shop were to be enforced. Union members 
or those who joined a union, however, were re- 
quired as part of any contract made in their 
behalf to remain union members for the life of 
the contract, and they were subject to discharge 
from their employment if at any time they failed 
to maintain good union standing. Management 
representatives on the War Labor Board protested 
this arrangement and wera never to be wholly 
reconciled to it, but they at least passively 
acquiesced after provision had been made for an 
Initial fifteen day escape period during which 
any employee could withdraw from a union wholly 
without prejudice. Once arrived at, the prin- 
cipal of maintenance of membership was to be 



^U. s. National War Labor Board, The Termination Report 
of the National War Labor Board . Vol. 1, p. 6. 

2 3 Ibid . . p. 3. 
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consistently upheld throughout the war .... 

Nothing could heve contributed more subs ten* 
tielly to Indus trie 1 peace then such assurance 
that union security end individual freedom of 
action would be alike safeguarded . . . 

The issue of wages end prices became a more difficult 
problem. The problem was characterized by government concern 
over Inflationary trends, e need to maintain economic stabil- 
ity while at war, and the dissatisfaction of Labor with wage 
levels coopered with the cost of living. 25 The National War 
Labor Board, however, formulated e wage stabilization policy 
which was considered by one Chairman as the Board's most out- 
standing achievement. This opinion was expressed by Dr. George 
W. Taylor who stated: 

I will always consider that the formulation 
of the national wage stabilization policy was the 
Board's greatest achievement not only because of 
the difficulty of the problem but because the 
welfare of the nation was so dependent upon this 

action. 2b 

On the Management side, it was significant that organized 
Management declared publicly its approval of conciliation in 
labor disputes affecting defense industries. ^ This position 



^Dulles, op. cit «. pp. 335-336. 

2 5ibid . 

2bu. S. National War Labor Board, op.cit . . p. XIX. 

^Twentieth Century Fuad, Labor and National Defense 
(New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1941), p. 123. 
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it explained in part by Management's realization of the 
stature of Labor in the national economy. In World War I 

a A 

some employers had refuted to recognize the principle of 
collective bargaining. By World War II, employers could no 
longer Ignore union status and employee righto to organize . 
Management thus had no choice but to underwrite the process 
of adjustment in labor disputes as developed by the Federal 
government. 

The functions of the national War Labor Board revolved 
around the principle of "voluntarism,” or cooperation anong 
the civilian labor population, employers , and the Government- ~ 
and around the principle of "tripartitiess." Voluntarism 
reflected the intentions of all parties to substitute peaceful 
adjudication for strikes and was evidenced by the no- a trike, 
no- lockout agreement of Labor and Management . 

Tripartitisa was primarily an assurance that all labor 
disputes would be resolved. Thus, there was no opportunity 
for some disputes to become non-arbi treble. The situation re- 
flected the fundamental basis for Government intervention as 
providing a means whereby Industrial production would continue 
at all tines 



S. National War Labor Board, op. clt. , pp. XV-XIX . 
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Recognition should be afforded the "peculiar circum- 
stances" under which the National War Labor Board operated. 
Braun describes these circumstances in the following manne r: 

Its activities and policies rested upon the 
doctrine of the existence of a moral, if not a 
legal, obligation not to strike or lockout in 
wartime. No regular agency will, under ordinary 
circumstances, have the opportunity of functioning 
on such a basis. Moreover, the Board was a temporary 
short-term institution 'created because of the war 
and with no thought that it will last after the last 
shot is fired.' As part of the nation's war product- 
ion machinery, it could count on more willingness of 
management and labor to cooperate than a peacetime 
agency functioning in an atmosphere in which the 
common purpose of winning a war does not exist. On 
the other hand, a temporary emergency board of 
such type cannot be expected to give too much 
thought to the pursuit or development of long-term 
policies designed to satisfy the needs of peacetime 
dispute settlement also. It neither has the time 
nor the function to do so. Its primary task in the 
field of dispute settlement is the preventing of 
interruptions of war production and, to attain this 
objective, it is perfectly justified to use all 
available means, including unorthodox ones which 
might not work under different conditions. Exped- 
iency might be given a greater role than might be 
advisable in the case of permanent agencies. 

Braun's analysis highlights a point made previously in 

the Introduction to this chapter; different criteria for 

Goverxnent action exist in time of war than during peacetime. 

The actions of such a Board during wartime are accepted by 

Management, Labor, and the general public as a practical basis 



29g urt Braun, Labor Disputes and Their Settlement 
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1955), p. 250. 
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for ensuring that wartime industrial production is not slowed, 
hampered, or otherwise affected by labor disputes. The gen- 
eral public realizes that the Federal Government must have 
operational administrative machinery during wartime to prevent 
harm to the industrial economy. In essence, the Government's 
"role in labor controversies Is determined by the people who 
make up the government . "30 Government intervention as a 
third-party to labor disputes thus becomes the generally ac- 
cepted method of dealing with industrial human relations prob- 
lems as conveyed by disputes between employers and employees. 

Labor Problems and national Defense 
S l n c e.19^ 

Previous discussion has detailed the significance that 
Government participation in Labor-Management relations held 
for the public interest during World War II. Two major pro- 
ducts evolved from those wartime experiences. One was "the 
fundamental issue of voluntarism .... as a basis for public 
policy in labor disputes. "31 In this respect, the war brought 
forth unprecedented cooperation between Management and Labor. 
This was exaapled by the full acceptance of collective 

^Milton L. Blum, Industrial Psycho lokv and Its So. m > 
Foundations (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1956) pp. 238-239. 

31 

Onae W. Phelps, Introduction to Labor Economics 
(Hew York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1955), p. 349. 



■ I • iffl* 4 > m ■ . l4j*l**>*i mklltM* IK’J *4t **• >v i 

« I 

<* «o M 4 . MNr»#T »0 .«t«WI ii ilM f I llfl lOft 

* * " t * H» w- >v>. *>** ^/llrdllttH iMi/HifU 

« 

i t # • * ^m. 4 # 4«0 #1 - ym. 1 a ffthr’fetaU «4a c, «x«4 

•' •*- *-•- - *•• *i ♦ •.-i.tno- *:*i.*4 1 / 

* • • ■ *♦ •: * - •-* * ■-• • ■• - \o**l . •• ->. ;/L3 

• ■ '* 1 ■- • ...- ■: ■< ' I jm’j 

I . .-J 










• ■ « > . • - :*. <»• 1 • v»y. •* ^ 



* - i 1 ' . » . •■ ' .. . .1" H ,«TMd 

• . ' A. #*9* J - J , - J JO* 

•*' *► » 'I'Wij*'* ?. »*-': tm **<*4.; ~v. (c** *..3410 

•*■ • • - ■ A MUvJ«j. .*• Kit. .a M»***a*1 

' •' * **■'•*' *’ 1 ^ . ...V' .1 4*.*- ,J. ' *i J C^j 

* 0B4*J 4««W*^*wnM |>M4GK Ultnup) < |i||Ma«M|M 4JT«1 

" • • • • •■» • • n a !. . ..• «J A 



4-± .'j j j - “I » ■»>•-' ' - > • .* **• 

„ - V. imm 

• -- --•->* . -. ■ /■ i-’iu •*.. •• •> 1 

.•*- - <t ‘ C ' *r>' *>c • * W .-J •! ••41 







19 



bargaining as an underlying principle of labor relations pro- 
grams lu American industries. 

A further product of the war was tripartitlsn; the working 
relationship of the Federal Government in combination with 
Management and Labor — all seeking together to sustain stability 
in labor relations so that defense industrial production could 
proceed unharmed by labor disputes between employers and em- 
ployees . 

But what about the applicability of these concepts within 
the context of e postwar economy? 

It is now intended to trace these concepts of voluntarism 
and tripartitisa through the postwar years following World 
War 11, and up to the year 1934 when the United States began 
a significant program of ballistic missile development. 

First of all, the idea of voluntarism has permeated prac- 
tically all concepts of industrial human relations programs 
since World War 11. The development of personnel counseling 
programs, the recognition of industrial social psychology as 
a means of achieving highsr industrial production goals and 
increased business profits, and the applicability of personnel 
programs encompassing employee dynamics and rssearch programs 
all signify the recognition by Management that voluntary 
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